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November 15, 2004

Jeff' S. Jordan
Supervisory Attorney =
Complaints Examination & =
Legal Administration =]
Federal Election Commission —
999 E Street, N.W. N
Washington, D.C. 20463 T
Re: WUR 5559 S

Dear Mr. Jordan:

This Response, including attachments, is submitted on behalf of Adams Outdoor
Advertising, Inc., Adams Outdoor Advertising Limited Partnership and AOA Holding,
LLC (collectively “AOA™) and Stephen Adams (“Mr. Adams”) in response to complaint
filed by Dennis Baylor in MUR 5559, For the
reasons set forth below, the Federal Election Commission should find that  there is no
reason to believe that AOA violated any provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act
(“FEC!-\”) or applicable Federal Election Commission (“FEC” or “the Commission™)

regulations,

Summary of Allegations
It is difficult to discern from the vaguely-worded complaint

exactly who the complainants believe committed which violations of FECA. The
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Brett G. Kappel
Attorney at Law

complaint appear to be basedon two facts: (1) in early September, 2004,

" advertisements supporting the Bush-Cheney ’04 campaign began to be posted on AOA

billboards in Michigan and Pennsylvania, and (2) each billboard bore the disclaimer
“Personal message paid for and sponsored by Stephen Adams.”

MUR 5559 Complaint at § 1. Bésed solely on their 'observations~ of these

billboards, and without any additional evidence whatsoever, the complainant allege that
AOA and Mr. Adams committed serious violations of FECA.

The complaint in MUR 5559 is especially vague in its allegations. As far as can
be determined, the complainant in MUR 5559 appears to allege that Mr. Adams, by
paying for the billboards, made an excessive personal contribution to the Bush-Cheney
’04 campaign in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)}(1)(A). MUR 5559 Complaint at § 9.
Alternatively, the complainant speculates that Mr. Adams and AOA engaged in some
type of sham transaction that somehow resulted in AOA making a prohibited corporate
in-kind contribution to the Bush-Cheney *04 campaign in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a).

MUR 5559 Complaint at § 10.
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Statement of Facts and Discussion of Authori

For the reasons set forth below, the allegatidns in the complaint

are | completely without merit.

Stephen Adams Did Not Violate 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A)

Contrary to the allegation in paragraph 9 of the complaint in MUR 5559, Mr.
Adams did not violate 2 U.Sl.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A) by making an excessive contribution to
the Bush-Cheney ’64 campaign. The dollar limits on personal contributions enumerated
in 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A) do not apply to independent expenditures. The billboards
that are the focus of the complaint were paid for by Mr. Adams
as part of a multi-state outdoor advertising campaign paid for in its entirety by Mr.
Adams as an independent expenditure in support of the Bush-Cheney *04 campaign.

FECA defines an “independent expenditure” as an expenditure by a person that
expressly advocates the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate that was not
made in concert or cooperation with or at the suggestion of the candidaté, the candidate’s
authorized political committee, or its agents, or a political party committee or its agents.
2U.S.C. §431(17); 11 C.F.R. § 100.16(a). FECA further states that the term “clearly

identified” means that the name of the candidate involved appears on the communication.
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2U.S.C. § 431(18)A); 11 C.F.R. § 100.17. Finally, FEC gegulations define the term
“expressly advocating” for purposes of 2 U.S.C. § 431(17) as any communication that
uses a campaign slogan such as “Nixon’s the One,” “Carter *76,” “Reagan/Bush” or
“Mondale!” which, in context, can have no other reasonable meaning than toi urge the
election or defeat of one or more clearly identified candidates. 11 C.F.R. § 100.22(a).

There can be no doubt that the billi:oards that are the subject of the complaint

expressly advocate the re-election of President George W. Bush

and Vice President Dick Cheney. The outdoor advertising campaign paid for by Mr.
Adams used a number of different advertisements. Each advertisement used a different
catch phrase (e.g., “Defending Our Nation,” “It’s About Our National Security,” “Boots
or Flip-Flops?™) that appeared in white typelon a blue background immediately above the
campaign slogan “BushCheney04” superimposed on the red and white stripes of the
American flag. See billboard mockups attached as Attach‘ment 1.

Moreover, both Stephen Adams and AOA went to great lengths tolensure that the
outdqor— advertising campaign in support of Bush-Cheney *04 met all the requirements of
an independent expenditure under FECA. Mr. Adams hired AOA on or about June 1,
2004 to design and implement an outdoor advertising campaign as an independent
expenditure in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush. Affidavit of

Stephen Adams at { 4 (attached as Attachment 2); Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 3

. (attached as Attachment 3).
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Attorney at Law

Recognizing that the advertising campaign requested by Mr. Adams required
compliance with federal regulations, Randall Romig, the AOA employee who was
principally responsible for the advertising campaign, sought legal advice from the
outdoor advertising industry’s trade associatiqn, the Outdoor Advertising Association of
America, Inc. (“OAAA”). On or about June 4, 2004, Randall Romig contacted Nancy
Fletcher, President of the OAAA, to seek guidance from her on the legal requirements
applicable to an outdoor advertising company employed to design gnd implement an
advertising campaign as an independent expenditure in support of a candidate for federal
office. Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 4. Ms. Fletcher forwarded Mr. Romig’s request
to Eric Rubin, a partner in the law firm of Rubin, Winston, Diercks, Harris & Cooke,
L.L.P. and general counsel to the OAAA. Affidavit of Randall Romig at§ 5. On or
about June 10, 2004, Mr. Rubin sent a letter to Mr. Romig providing general guidance on
the legal restrictions applicable to an outdoor advertising company hired to design and
implement an advertising campaign as an independent expenditure in support of a
candidate for federal office. Affidavit of Randall Romig at 9 6; Letter from Eric Rubin to
Randall Romig (June 10, 2004)(attached as Attachment 4).

Mr. Rubin advised Mr. Romig that federal law required that Mr. Adams undertake
this advertising campaign independent of, and without any coordination or
communication of any type whatsoever with, any campaign organization or any person
affiliated with such an entity. Mr. Rubin advised Mr. Romig that if Mr. Adams wanted to
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make an independent expenditure in support of the re-election of President George W.
Bush, it had to be truly an individual and personal effort by Mr. Adams in complete
isolation from any political organization and had to be paid for by Mr. Adams with his
personal funds and without any offset or reimbursement by AOA. Affidavit of Randall
Romig at § 8; Letter from Mr. Rubin to Mr. Romig at 1. On or about June 19, 2004, Mr.
Romig forwarded Mr. Rubin’s letter to Mr. Adams with a cover memorandum stating
that, according to Mr. Rubin, it was permissible for Mr. Adams to proceed with the
advertising campaign in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush, prévided
that Mr. Adams paid for the advertisements directly and without any involvement by the
Bush campaign. Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 10; Memorandum from Randy Romig
to Steve Adams (June 19, 2004)(see Attachment 4).

Mr. Adams received and read the memorandum from Mr. Romig and the letter
from Mr. Rubin on or about June 21, 2004. Affidavit of Stephen Adams at §{ 6-9.
Throughout the advertising campaign that is the subject of the complaint

- both Mr. Adams and Mr. Romig strictly followed Mr. Rubin’s advice

regarding the requirement that there could be no contact between Mr. Adams or AOA
and the Bush campaign or any other political organization if the advertising campaign
were to qualify as an independent expenditure by Mr. Adams. Affidavit of Stephen
Adams at § 10; Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 14. Neither Mr. Adams nor Mr. Romig
had any contact whatsoever with any federal candidate, candidate’s authorized
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committee, or their agents, or any political party or its agents throughout the design and -
implementation of the advertising campaign that is the subject of the complgim
Affidavit of Stephen Adams at § 11; Affidavit of Randall Romig
at§ 15.
Accordingly, because the billboards that are the subject of the complaint
were part of an independent expenditure by Mr. Adams in support

' of the Bush-Cheney *04 campaign there is no reason to believe that Mr. Adams made a
g’% | excessive personal contribution to Bush-Cheney *04 in violation of 2 U.S.C. §

fu; 441a(a)(1)(A).

f’_’; Neither AOA Nor Stephen Adams Violated 2 US.C. § 441b(a

ﬂ The complaint appear to allege, without any

substantiation, that Stephen Adams and AOA engaged in something other than an arms-
length transaction and that, therefore, AOA made a prohibited corporate in-kind
contribution to the Bush-Cheney *04 campaign. These allegations are simply false.

FECA prohibits a colporatiop from making a coﬂhibution or expenditure in
connection with any federal election. 2 US.C. § 4415(:1).



&5l Brett G. Kappel

et

Attorney at Law

regulations describing the term “anything of value” state that if goods or services are
provided at less than the usual and normal charge, the difference between the usual and
normal charge and the amount actually charged would constitute an in-kind contribution
from the vendor. 11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(1). Finally, FEC regulations define the term
“usual and normal charge” for services as the “commercially reasonable rate prevailing at
the time the services were rendered.” 11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(2).

W Mr. Adams and AOA went to great lengths to ensure that AOA did not

>

;-9;? inadvertently make an in-kind contribution to the Bush-Cheney *04 campaign. In his

s June 10, 2004 letter, Mr. Rubin advised Mr. Romig that federal election laws prohibited
=y

:}; any contribution by a corporation to a federal election campaign. Mr. Rubin specifically
pt advised Mr. Romig that all costs associated with respect to the advertising campaign had

to be paid directly by Mr. Adams. Mr. Rubin’s letter stated that this would include
payment for all AOA services provided to Mr. Adams, including the direct costs for the
design andposlingotl'ﬂlepropowdadverﬁsementsaswell as the cost of administering the
project. Mr. Rubin also advised Mr. Romig that AOA should charge Mr. Adams the
same rates for AOA services that the company would normally charge any other
advertiser for comparable services. Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 7; Affidavit of
Stephen Adams at § 8; Letter from Eric Rubin to Randall Romig (June 10,
2004)(attached as Attachment 4).

Both Mr. Adams and Mr. Romig strictly followed Mr. Rubin’s advice in this
regard. AOA charged Mr. Adams the normal and usual charge for all of the services
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provided to Mr. Adams in connection with the advertising campaign that is the subject of

-the complaint. Mr. Adams, in an abundance of caution,

actually paid AOA more than the direct costs of the advertising campaign in an effort to
ensure that AOA did not make an in-kind contribution to the Bush-Chgney *04 campaign.
Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 16.

When Mr. Adams retained AOA to design and implement a multi-state outdoor
advertising campaign in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush,.hé gave
the company a budget of one million dollars ($1,000,000). Affidavit of Stephen Adams
at § 4; Affidavit of Randsll Romig a1 17. AOA employees under the supervision of Mr.
Romig designed an advertising campaign that called for the placement of outdoor
advertisements in Michigan, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin and South Carolina. Mr. Romig
requestedthatAOAexlnployesigthm statlesprovide him with the current market rates
in each market. Affidavit of Randall Romig at  18. See also, e.¢., Memorandum from

Kevin Fitzsimmons and Steve Bbyle to Randy Romig (July 13, 2004)(attached as

Attachment 5).

It is standard practice in the outdoor advertising industry to charge advertisers
separately for advertlsmg space costs and production costs. Production costs are the costs
of printing the advertisements that are then installed on billboards. Advertising space
costs are the costs of renting the billboards for a defined period. The standard practice in

the outdoor advertising industry is to build all indirect costs, such as creative design and
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administrative costs, into the standard rates that are charged for advertising space.
Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 19.

Based on the legal advice from Mr. Rubin, Mr. Romig designed an advertising
campaign for Mr. Adams that purposefplly came in #pproximately twenty thousand
dollars ($20,000) under budget. This “slippage™ was built into the advertising campaign
so that AOA would recover any unusual indirect costs that were not built into the
advertising space costs and thereby ensure that Mr. Adams paid the entire cost of the
advertising campaign. Mr. Romig believed, based on Mr. Rubin’s advice, that this was a
prudent way to ensure that AOA did not inadvertently make an in-kind contribution to the
re-election campaign of President George W. Bush. Affidavit of Randall Romig at § 20.

Mr. Romig personally prepared the display contracts that AOA submitted to Mr.
Adams. Based on the legal advice of Mr. Rubin, and using the current market rate
information supplied by individual AOA offices, Mr. Romig charged Mr. Adams
standard rate card rates for advertising space. The proposed contracts were sent to Mr.
Adams between August 18, 2004 and August 24, 2004. Mr. Adams signed the contracts
and returned them to Mr. Romig at AOA headquarters in Atlanta, Georgia during the last
week of August, 2004. Affidavit of Randall Romig at §21; Affidavit of Stephen Adams
at§ 12. See also, e.g., Poster and Bulletin Display Contracts between Adams Outdoor
Advertising of Lehigh Valley and Stephen Adams (attached as AMmm 6).

The advertising campaign AOA designed and implemented for Mr. Adams began
on September 7, 2004 and ended on November 2, 2004. The final cost of the advertising

10
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campaign was nine hundred seventy-seven thousand, four hundred and forty-eight dollars

Attorney at Law

($977,448). A Proposal: Advertising Space to Benefit Re-Election of George W. Bush
(July 23, 2004)(attached as Attachment 7). On September 7, 2004, Mr. Adams wired
AOA one million dollars ($1,000,000) to cover the cost of the entire advertising
campaign that is the subject of the complaint | Wire transfer
from Stephen Adams to Adams Outdoor Advertising Account # 8801056378 (September
7, 2004)(attached as Attachment 8). Mr. Adams instructed AOA to keep the twenty-two
thousand, five hundred fifty-two dollar ($22,552) difference between the actual cost and
the initial budget “just to be on the safe side” and ensure that Mr. Adams paid all direct
and indirect costs of the advertising campaign. Affidavit of Randall Romig at §22;
Affidavit of Stephen Adams at § 13.

Even a cursory review of the documentation of just one element of the multi-state
outdoor adyertising campaign designed and implemented by AOA for Mr. Adams
demonstrates conclusively that Mr. Adams was charged the normal and usual rate for
AOA’s services. On July 13, 2004, in response to a request from Mr. Romig, Kevin
Fitzsimmons and Steve Boyle in the Bethlehem, Pennsy;lvania office of AOA provided
Mr. Romig with quotes for an eight-week outdoor advertising campaign in the Lehigh
Valley that would use a combination of bulletin boards and poster boards. Using the
AOA of; the Lehigh Valley rate card, Mr. Fitzsimmons and Mr. Boyle quoted Mr. Romig
a price of one hundred eighteen thon‘lsand, eight hundred dollars ($118,800) to run Mr.

Adams’ advertisements on 68 poster boards in the Lehigh Valley for an eight-week

11
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period. Mr. Fitzsimmons and Mr. Boyle also quoted Mr. Romig a price of thirty-five
thousand, four hundred dollars ($35,400) to run Mr. Adams’ advertisements on five
specific bulletin boards in the Lehigh Valley for an eight-week period. Memorandum
from Kevin Fitzsimmons and Steve Boyle to Randy Romig (July 13, 2004)(attached as
Attachment 5).

Mr. Romig incorporated these exact figures into his proposal summarizing the
entire multi-state advertising campaign. A Proposal: Advertisitig Space to Benefit Re-
Election of George W. Bush (July 23, QOM)(aUached as Attachment 7). During the last
week of August, 2004, Mr. Adams signed two contracts with Adams Outdoor -
Advertising of the Lehigh Valley. The first contract required Mr. Adams to pay AOA of
the Lehigh Valley one hundred eighteen thousand, eight hundred dollars ($118,800) to
run Mr. Adams’ advertisements on 68 poster boards in the Lehigh Valley for an eight-
week period beginning on September 7, 2004 and ending on November 2, 2004. The
second contract required Mr. Adams to pay AOA of the Lehigh Valley thirty-five
thousand, four hundred dollars ($35,400) to run Mr. Adams’ advertisements on five
specific bulletin boards in the Lehigh Valley for an eight-week period beginning on
September 7, 2004. Poster and Bulletin Display Contracts between Adams Outdoor
Advertising of Lehigh Valley and Stephen Adams (attached as Attachment 6).

Contrary to the unsubstantiated allegations in the complaint

internal AOA documents demonsﬁe conclusively that AOA charged Mr. Adams

the normal and usual charge for the services it provided to Mr. Adams in connection with

12
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the advertising campaign that is the subject of these matters. Moreover, Mr. Adams paid
AOA more than twenty-two thousand dollars over and above the actual cost of the
advertising campaign “just to be on the safe side” and ensure that AOA recovered all
direct and indirect costs of the advertising campaign. Clearly, there is no reason to
believe that AOA made an in-kind contribution to the Bush-Cheney *04 campaign in
violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). Since AOA did not violate 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a), it goes

i without saying that Mr. Adams did not violate 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) either.
o
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To penalize Mr. Adams in this

situation would be fundamentally unjust.

. Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should find that (1) there is no
reason to believe that Stephen Adams violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(1)(A) or applicable
FEC regulations, (2) there is no reason to believe that either AOA or Stephen Adams
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) or applicable FEC regulations

the
Commission should take no further action against him.
' Respectfully submitted, .

Brett G. Kappel
Attorney at Law

Counsel for Adams Outdoor Advertising,
Inc., Adams Outdoor Advertising Limited
Partnership, AOA Holdings, LL.C and
Stephen Adams

17
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BEFORE
THE :
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

InRe:

Adams Outdoor Advertising, Inc.

AOA Holdings LLC

Adams Outdoor Advertising
Limited Partnership

Stephen Adams

MUR 5559

et s o = Nt

AFFIDAVIT OF STEPHEN ADAMS

Before me, the undersigned authority, appeared Stephen Adams, who upon his

oath deposes and states as follows:

1.

Affiant Stephen Adams has personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this
affidavit. |

Adams Outdoor Advertising Limited Partnership is in the outdoor advertising
business in a number of states throughout the United States. Adams Outdoor
Advertising, Inc. is the managing general partner of Adams Outdoor Advertising
Limited Partnership. I own AOA‘Holding LLC and through that company I own
76% of the ownership interests in Adams Outdoor Advertising Limited
i’artnership. Adams Outdoor Advertising Limited Partnership, Adams Outdoor
Advertising, Inc. and AOA Holding LLC are referred to in this affidavit

collectively as “AOA”. AOA is only one of many businesses in which I have an

" ownership interest and the outdoor advertising industry is only one of many

industries in which the businesses I own are involved.
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I am the Chairman of the Board of Directors of AOA, but that office is a position
of oversight and I am not involved in the day-to-day operations of AOA.

On or about June 1, 2004, I hired AOA to design and implement a multi-state
outdoor advertising campaign as an independent expenditure in support of the re-.
election of President George W. Bush. I gave AOA: a budget of one million
dollars ($1,000,000) to design and implement this advertising campaign.

It was my expectation that AOA would ensure that the advérﬁsing campaign
would be run in full compliance with federal, state and local laws governing
campaign advertisements on outdoor advertising facilities.

On or about June 21, 2004, 1 received a memorandum from Randall Romig,
AOA'’s Vice President for Real Estate, informing me that AOA had consulted
legal counsel and had been told that it was permissible for me to proceed with the
advertising campaign in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush,

provided that I paid for the advertisements directly and the advertising campaign

*was run without any involvement by the Bush campaign.

Mr. Romig’s memorandum to me included as an attachment a letter dated June
10, 2004 to Mr. Romig from Eric Rubin, a partner in the law firm of Rubin,
Winston, Diercks, Harris & Cooke, L.L.P., which provided gene;ral guidance on
the legal restrictions governing my request to hire AOA to run a campaign on
AOA billboards advocating the re-election of President George W. Bush.

Mr. Rubin’s letter stated that federal election laws prohibited any direct or

indirect contributions by a corporation to a federal campaign. Accordingly, Mr.
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Rubin advised that all costs with respect to the advertising campaign had to be
 peid directly by me, Mr. Rubin advised that this would include payment for all
AOA services provided to me, including the direct costs for the design and
posting of the proposed advertisements as well as the costs of administering the
project. Mr. Rubin advised that AOA charge me the same rates for AOA services
that the company would normally charge any other advertiser for comparable
servit;es. : .
9. Mr. Rubin also advised that federal law required that I undertake this advertising
campaign independent of, and without any coordination or communication of any
ph | type whatsoever with, any campaign organization or any person affiliated with

[ 2™ .
(2 "+ such an entity. Mr. Rubin advised that if I wanted to make an independent

.'-.;; expenditure in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush, it had to

S .
o] be truly an individual and personal effort by me in complete isolation from any
Ty

™ political organization and had to be paid for with my own personal funds and

without any offset or reimbursement by AOA.

10. Throughout the advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced
matters, I have strictly followed Mr. Rubin’s advice.

11. I had no contact whatsoever with any federal candidate, candidate’s authorized
committee, or their agents, or any political party or its agents with regard to the
advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced matters.

12. Between August 21, 2004 and August 27, 2004, I received a number of proposed
dispiay contracts from Mr. Romig. I reviewed these proposéd contacts, signed

them and then returned them to Mr. Romig during the last week of August, 2004.
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13. The advertising campaign that I hired AOA to design and implement was
scheduled to begin on September 7, 2004 and end on November 2, 2004. On or
about September 5, 2004, AOA informed me that the final cost of the advertising
campaign in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush was nine
hundred seventy-seven thousand, four hundred and forty-eight dollars ($977,448).
On September 7, 2004, I wired AOA one million dollars ($1,000,000) to cover the
entire cost of the advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced
matters. Mindful of Mr. Rubin’s advice that all direct and indirect costs of the

advertising campaign had to be paid by me in order for the advertising campaign

Zﬁ’; to comply with federal law, I instructed AOA to keep the difference between the
F:;, - actual cost of the advenisinglcampaign and the original budget of one million

:'Eﬁ dollars ($1,000,000) just to be on the s;afe side and ensure that I had paid all direct
:'); and indirect costs of the advertising campaign.

:ﬁ 14. On October 15, 2004, I was told by my personal attorney, Robert T. York, that a

complaint had been filed with the Federal Election Commission with regard to the
advertising campaign I had hired AOA to design and implement in support of the
re-election of President George W. Bush. Mr. York informed me that he and Mr.

" Romig were seeking experienced FEC counsel to respond to the compliaint.
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AND FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

Show 55

Stephen Adams :

STATE OF NE&w (orK )
COUNTY OF NEW Yaci,

Sworm to and subscribed before me this l24'i day of Novewlaza ,
2004, by STEPHEN ADAMS who is personally known to me or has produced
Cann Do License s identification and who has taken an oath

JOHN MARK HOPKINS
Notary Public, State of New York
No. OTHO502E754
Qualified in New York Coung
Commission Expires April 4, 2055

Print Name
My Commission Expires: 4/4}/200.G
Commission Number:

.01 Mo% 02535
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BEFORE
‘ : THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

‘ )

In Re: Adams Outdoor Advertising, Inc. )

AOA Holdings LLC )
Adams Outdoor Advertising ) MUR . 5559

Limited Partnership )

Stephen Adams )

)

AFFIDAVIT OF RANDALL ROMiG
Before me, the undersigned authority, appeared Randall Romig, who upc.m his
oath deposes and states as follows: l

1. Affiant Randall Romig has personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this
affidavit.

2.. 1am the Vice President of Real Estate for Adams Outdoor Advertising
(hereinafter “AOA”™). Ilwas the principal AOA employee responsible for
overseeing thé design and implementation of the outdoor advertising campaign
in support of the re-el‘ection of Presidént Gec')rge W. Bush tln;at is the subject of

_ the above- referenced matters.

3. On or about June 1, 2004, Stephen Adams hired AOA to ciesign and implement
an outdoor advertising campaign as an independent expenditure in support of
the re-election of President George W. Bush. |

4. On or about June 4, 2004, I contacted Nancy Fletcher, President of the Outdoor
Advertising Association of America, Inc., to seek guidance from her on the

legal requirements applicable to an outdoor advertising company employed to
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design and implement an advertising campaign as an independent expenditure

in support of a candidate for federal office.

. Ms. Fletcher forwarded my request to Eric Rubin, a.principal in the law firm of

Rubin, Winston, Diercks, Harris & Cooke, L.L.P., general counsel to the

Outdoor Advertising Association of America, Inc.

. On or about June 10, 2004, Mr. Rubin sent me a letter providing general

guidance on the legal restrictions applicable to an outdoor advertising company
hired to design and implement an advertising campaign as an independent

expenditure in support of a candidate for federal office.

. Mr. Rubin advised me that federal election laws prohibit any contribution by a

corporation to a federal election campaign. Accordingly, Mr.‘ Rubin advised me
that all costs with respect to the advertising campaign had to be paid directly by '
Mr. Adams. Mr. Rubin advised me that this would include payment for all
AOA services provided to Mr. Adams, including the direct costs for the de:;:ign
and posting of the proposed advertisements as well as the cost of adminiétering
the project. Mr. Rubin advised me that AOA should charge Mr. Adams the
same rates for AOA services that the company would normally charge any other

advertiser for comparable services.

. Mr. Rubin also advised me that federal law required that Mr. Adams undertake

this advertising campaign independent of, and without any coordination or
communication of any type whatsoever with, any campaign organization or any
person affiliated with such an entity. Mr. Rubin advised me that if Mr. Adams

wanted to make an independent expenditure in support of the re-election of
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President George W. Bush, it had to be truly an individual and personal effort
by him in complete isolation from any political organization and had to be paid -
for by Mr. Adams with his personal funds and without any offset or

reimbursement by AOA.
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14. Throughout the advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced
matters, I strictly followed Mr. Rubin’s advice.

15. The outdoor advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced
matters was design|ed and implemented without any contacf whatsoever with
any federal candidate, candidate’s authorized committee, or their agents, or any
political party or its agents.

16. AOA charged Mr. Adams the normal and usual charge for all the services
provided to Mr. Adams in connection with the advertising campaign that is the
subject of the above-referenced matters. Mr. Adams, in an abundance of
caution, actually paid AOA more than the direct costs of the advertising
campaign in an effort to ensure that AOA did not make an in-kind contribution

" to the re-election campaign of President George W. Bush.

17. When Mr. Adams retained AdA to design and implement an outdoor
advertising campaign in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush,
he gave the company a budget of one million dollars ($1 ,OO0,00Q).

18. AOA employees under my supervision designed an advertising campaign that
called for the placement of advertisements in Michigan, Pennsylvania,
Wisconsin and South Carolina. I asked AOA employees in eaéh of these states
to provide me with quotes using the current market rates in each market.

19. The standard practice in the outdoor advertising industry is to charge advertisers
separately for advertising space costs and production costs. Production costs
are the costs of printing the advertisements that are then installed on bulletin

boards and poster boards. Advertising space costs are the costs of renting the .
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20.

21.

22.

é ' @
bulletin boards and poster boards for a defined period. The émndmd practice in
the outdoor advertising indﬁstry is to build all indirect costs, such as creative
design and administrative costs, into the standard rates that are charged for
advertising space.

Based on the legal advice received from Mr. Rubin, AOA designed an

advertising campaign for Mr. Adams that purposefully came in approximately

twenty thousand dollars ($20,000) under budget. This “slippage” was built into

the advertising campaign so that AOA would recover ahy unusual indirect costs
that were not built into the adverﬁsiné space costsl and thereby ensure that Mr.
Adams paid all of the costs of the advertising campaign. Based on Mr. Rubin’s |
advice, I believed that this was a prudent way to ensure that AOA did not
inadvertently make an in-kind contribution to the re-election campaign of
President George W. Bush. |

1 personally prepared the display contracts that AOA submitte& to Mr. Adams as
part of the outdoor advertising campaign that is the subject of the abové-

referenced matters. Based on the legal advice of Mr. Rubin, and using the

current market rate information supplied by individual AOA state offices, I

charged Mr. Adams our standard rate card rates for advertising space. The
proposed contacts wére- sent to Mr. Adams between August 18, 2004 and
August 24, 2004. Mr. Adams signed the contracts and returned them to me at
AOA headquarters in Atlanta, Georgia.

The advertising campaign AOA designed for Mr. Adams was scheduled to

begin on September 7, 2004 and end on November 2, 2004. The final cbst of
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24.

25.

26.

o @
the advel;tising campaign was nine hundred seventy-seven thousand, four
hundred and forty-eight dollars (8977,448). On September 7, 2004, Mr. Adams
wired AOA one million dollars ($1,000,000) to cover the cost of the enti:el-
advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced matters. M;'
Adams instructed AOA to keep the twenty-two thousand, ﬁv§ hundred fifty-two
dollar ($22,552) difference between the actual cost and the initial budget “just to
be on the safe side” and ensure that Mr. Adams paid the full cost of the

advertising campaign.
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STATE OF G0 14
COUNTY OF FeieTon) )

Swom to and subscribed before me this /2 day of Novemaer
2004, by RANDALL ROMIG who is personally known to me or has produced
Driver's 4icens e asidentification and who has taken an oath.

Notary Pubfc

Naneco, B . Corem: can
Print Nanté
My Commission Expires: /—/3-0&
Commission Number: '
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Steve Adams
FROM: Randy Romig /p'ﬂ/
" \\
DATE: June 19, 2004

SUBJECT: Ad Space for 2004 Bush Campaign

Abe Levine shared with me your interest in the contribution of ad space to
benefit the campaign of President Bush for re-election. Recognizing that
there are some rather specific regulations involved in your so doing, | took
the liberty of asking Nancy Fletcher (OAAA President) about the technical
restrictions. She, in turn, forwarded my concerns to Eric Rubin, legal counsel
of record to the OAAA. Eric's quite specific response is attached here to for
your review. | have also forwarded a copy to Bob York, in the event that you
want to discuss the issue with either one of us before proceeding.

| believe that Rubin's letter is right on point. Clearly, you do have the
clearance to make contributions of space, as long as you pay for them
directly and there is no involvement in the development of the billboard
campaign with the Bush campaign strategy team. Certainly, we can
accomplish what | believe you want to do. If you like, | will coordinate the
graphic design with our Creative Director in Charlotte. Further, at your
direction | will work with Bob York to be sure that we do not violate any
FECA gquidelines.

Finally, knowing that you would want to direct any advertising efforts to
those states where Bush has slim margins or where a particularly strong
battle is anticipated, | have asked a colleague to research for me those
states where we do business and where a billboard campaign will be
particularly helpful to President Bush. | should have that report sometime
next week. -

Please let me know how you would like to proceed. Best personal regards to
you and Denise.

Cc: Kevin Gleason
Bob York

ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING
2802 PACES FERRY ROAD, S.E., SUITE 200, ATLANTA, GA 30339

TEL: 770.333.0399 FAX: 770.333.0509 WWW.ADAMSOUTDOOR.COM
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RUBIN, WINSTON, DIERCKS, HARRIS & COOKE, L.L.P.

A REQ(ETERED LIMITEO LIABILITY PARTHEADHIM INQLUDING PROFERLIONA] CORPORATIONS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
SIXTHFLOOR
1155 CONNECTICUT AVKNUE, NW '
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
(202) B61-0870
PAX: (202) 429.0657-

June 10, 2004
VIA FASCIMILE
Mr. Randy Romig
Adams Outdoor Advertlsing
2802 Paces Ferry Road, S.E.

Sulte 200
Atlanta, GA 30339

Dear Randy:

Nancy asked me to provide you with some general guidance regarding the
legal restrictions on how Adams Outdoor may proceed with respect to Steve
Adams’ Interest In sponsoring a campalgn on Adams Outdoor billboards advocating
the electlon of President Bush.

As you are aware, the Federal Election Laws prohibit any dlrect or indirect
contributions by a corporaton to a federal election campalgn. Accordingly, all*
costs with respect to these advertisements must be paid for directly by Steve
Adams. This would Include payment for all of Adaris Outdoors’ services provided
to him Including adminlstradve assistance, and the direct costs for the design and
posting of the proposed messages. All amounts should be calculated at the rate
that your company would normally charge advertisers for comparable services.
Likewise, pursuant to the FECA, It s critical that Mr. Adams undertake his program
independent of, and without any coordination or communication of any type
whatsoever with any campalgn organization or any person directly affiliated with
such an entity. Indeed, Mr. Adams should not contact such an organization or
person after the fact even where his purpose was simply to inform them of his
Independent efforts. In short, If Mr. Adams wishes to undertake this effort, it must
be truly an Individual and personal effort by him In complete Isolation froin any
political organlzation and pald for independently with personal funds without offset
or relimbursement by your company. Full and complete records should be kept by
Mr. Adams and your company to document these facts.

P.002
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RusiN, WINSTON, DIERCKS, HARRIS & COOKE, L.L.P.

Page Two
June 10, 2004

For your Informatlon, | am attaching specific sectlons of the Federal Election
Commission’s Guldelines For Corporatlons and Labor Unions, which deal
specifically with these Issues. The full text of the FEC’s rules can be found at the

www.fec.gov. If Mr. Adams decides to proceed further, he may wnsh retain his own

counsel to assist him In this matter.
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Eric M. Rubin

EMRssjc
Enclosure
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coniributions to the candidate for the same
elaction, as long as the averal! $5,000 Emk
I not exceeded.

Contributions to Other
Commiittees

in addition to contributing directly to candi-

date commitiaes, an SSF may support

other commitiees that contribule ta candi-
dales, such as party commitiess. An SSF
contribution to anather political commitiee
may take any of the forme describad In this
saclion,

A contribution to a committee that sup-
poris more than one candidate Is subject to
a ysarly contribution fimit of $5,000. The
coniribullon does not count against the limit
for & particular candidate unlesé the SSF:

* Glves to an unauthorized single-candi-
date commitise (i.e., a polilical committee
that sup only one candidate);

* Knows thal a sybstantial portion of its
contribution will be given to or spent on
behalf of & particular candidale; or

« Retains control over the funds afier mak-
ing the contribution.

110.1(h); 110.2(h).

Supporting Nonfederal
Cagsldates

SSFa may contribule to nonfederal candi-
dates using money they have raised for
federal elections. Donations to nonfederal
candldatss are subjact to state and local
laws, not the Federal Elsction Campaign
Acl, but the SSF must slill disclose the dis-

. bursements In lis FEC reports. AOs 1986~

27 and 1681-18.
$SFs active in both federal and nonfed-
:gal Aelm:tlons should also coneult Appen-
ix A, |

2. Independent
Expenditures

In addition 1o meking cantributions, an SSF
may support (or oppose) candidates by
making independent expenditures. Inde-
pendent expendilures are not contributions
and are not subject to imits. (However,
contributions made ta a commitiee or to
another person making independent ax-
pendlturee are subject lo limits, as ex-
plained helow.) See AOs 1999-37,
1999-17, and 1888-22.

Y S —————— e Ve S ——

What Is an Independent
Expenditure

An Independent expenditure 15 an expend|-

ture for a communication, such as a Web

site, newspaper, TV or direct mail advar-

fisement thet:

* Expressly advocatss the election or de-
feal of a clearly identified candldale; and

* Is nol madae in consultation or coopera-
tion wilh, or at the request or suggeslion
of a candidate, candidate's committee,
parly committee or their agents. 100.23
and 109.1(a). See "What Constitutes Co-
ordination” below.

When Is a Candldate “Clearly
ldentified”

A candidate {3 “clearly identified" if the
candidate's name, hicknams, photograph
or drawing appears, or the idenlily of the
candidate Is otherwlse apparent. Examples
include: “the President,” “your Congress-
man,” “the Demacratic presidential nom}-
nee,” "the Republican candidals for Sanale
In the State of Georgia.” 100.17.

What Is “Express Advocacy
(Candidate Advaocacy)”

"Express advocacy (candidate advocacy)”
means that the communication includes a
messags that unmistakably urges elaction
or defeat of one or more clearty identified
candidale(s). :

There are two ways that a communica-
fion can be cons|dered express advocacy
(candidate advocacy): by use of ceraln
*explicit worda of advocacy of election or
defent™ and by the “only reasansbie Inter-
prelation” test. 100.22. '

“E?llclt words af advocacy of election

or defeat”

The (oliowing words convey a message of

axpress sdvocacy (candidate advocacy):

* "Vole for the President.” “re-slect your
Congressman," "support the Demacratic

nominee,” *cast your ballot for the Repub- -

lican challenger for the U.S. Senate in
Georgia," “Smith for Copgress," “Bill
MCKay in '98";

* Words urging action with respecl lo can-
didetes associated with a particular issus,
e.g., "vote Pro-Life”/ “vole Pra-Chaice,”
when accompanied by names or photo-
graphs of candldates identified as elther
supporting or opposing the lesue;

* “Defeaf” accompanied by a phatograph of
the opposed candidate, or the opposad
candidate's name, or “rejact the incum-
bent"; and '

3. Referred (o in previous Campalgn Guides
as ‘maglc words."”

+ Campaign slogan(s) or ward(s), e.g., an
posters, bumper stickers and advertise-
ments, that In context can have no ather
reasonable meaning than (o support o
oppoee a clearly identified candidate, for
example, “Nixon's the One," *Carter 78,”
‘Reagan/Bush”. 100.22(a).

“Only Reasonabla Interpretation” Tost
In the absence of such "explicit words of
advocacy of elacthon or defeat ,” express
advocacy (candiduts advocacy) s found In
a communication that, when taken as a
whole and with limdled reference 1o extarnal
evants, such as the praximily to the elec-
tion, can only be Interpreted by a "reason-
ahle person”® a6 ailvocaling the slaction or
defeat of one or m.ore clearly ideplified
candidate(s). 100.22(h)(1) and (2).¢

This test requires advocacy of 8 candl-
date that Is unmisvakable, Unambiguous
and suggestive of only ons meaning (that
being the slaction or defest of a candidate).
100.22(b)(2).

Note that the author’s Intent is Irrel-
evant. The tast is how a "reasonable” re-
ceivar of the communicallon objactively
interprets the meesage. If reasopable
minds could not differ as ta the unam-
blguous electoral advocacy of the com-
munication, it j¢ axpress advocacy
(candldate advocacy) regardiess of what
the author intended.

Muitipls page communications or mul-
tiple inserts in ths eéame envelope In a di-
rect mall plece ae to be raad all togethsr
as a whole. MCFL, 479 U.S. at 248,

What I8 Not an Independent
Expenditura

When an expsntfiture is made under the
clrcumetances described below. if results
In an in-kind cantribution 1o a candidate
rather than an Independent expenditure
and therslore caunts against the SSF's
contributlon limit for that candidale.
108.1(c).

4. Four federal courts have found invahd 11
CFR 100.22(b,, the FEC reguiation con-
taining the “only reasonable interpreiation”
test: Maine Ryht (o Life Commitiee v. FEC
(1s1 Ciroult Court of Appeals, 1606); Right
fa Life of Dutchess County v. FEC (NY dis-
trict court, 1898); FEC v. Christlan Action
Network (4* Cireult Court of Appesis.
1698); and the Virginla Soclety for Humun
Life, Ine. v. FEC (VA dislrict court, 2000).
Sea also, bwh Right o Lifa Comm.,, Ine. v.
Wililams (82 Circult Court of Appesls,
1666). The regulation (100.22(h)) wae
based on tha (987 Bih Clrcull Court of Ap-
peais decislor, FEC v, Furgaich. The spiit
in the circulls remains unrasolvad.

6/01
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3olicitations on Behalf of a Candldate
An expendliure by an SSF for a commu-
sication thet solicls the public for contrl-
autions on behalf of a candidate is an
n-kind contribution if the SSF collects
and forwards the money to the
candidate's commiliee. Ses AD 1880~
46. See also Appendix D, “Earmarked
Contribulions.”

Candidate-Propared Material

Any expsnditure to distribute or republish
campaign material (print or broedcast)
produced or prepared by a candidate’s
campalgn Is an in-kind contribution, not
an independent expenditure. 108.1(d).

goordl?utlon with Candidate’s
ampaign
Any :xpgndilure thetis a coordinafgd
eneral public political communication s
“an In-kind contributiap, not an indepen-
gent expendliure. See befow.
109.1{b)(4) and 100.23.
':S:j] oordinated Gensral Public Polifical
ommunication
*Ia cammunicalion Is a Coardinated Gen-
%Teral Public Political Communication and
«1is considered an in-kdnd contribution and
(ot an Independent expendilture If It:
,_h- {s inlended for an audience of aver 100
pecple and Is made through 2 broad-
4 cagting station (Including a cable televi-
slon cperater), newspaper, megazine,
outdoor advertising faciiity, malling or
any electranic medium, Including the
Internst or on a Wab site;
* |8 Coordinatad with the candidate, party
or their agents (see below);
* Mentlons e Clesrly Identifled Federal
Candidate (ses below); and
* Is pald for by a persop other than a
candidate, a panty or their agents.

What Constitutes Coordination
Coordinalion with the candidale, the
party or their agenis occurs when the
communication Is created, produced or
distributed: .

* At the request or suggestion of the can-
didate or party;

* After tha candidala or party has exer-
clsed contral or decislon-making au-
thorlty over the detalls of he
communication (see below); or

* After substantial discussion or negotia-
tlon, resuiting in collaboration or agree-
ment, between the communicator (8.g.,
the crealor, producer. distributor or the
Person paying for the communication)
and the candlidats or party conceming
ﬂ“, de)tails of the communicatlon (see

8IowW).

Detalls of the Communication

Details of the communication Include the
content, timing, location, moda, intended
audlence, voluma of distribution or the
frequency of placement of that cammuni-
cation.

Excaption: Candidate’s Response fo
inquiry

A candidate's or party's responss to an
inquiry regarding their position on legisle-
tion or policy doss not alone constiluta
caordination.

Internet Independent
Expendltures

Recent AOs have addressed caces in-
voiving independent axpenditures over
the Internet. In AO 1898-22, the Commls-
cion advised that a8 Web site contalning
express advocacy of a Federal candldate
would be considered an independent ex-
penditure only If the aclivily was com-
pletely independent of the campaign. If
the actlvity was dane in caoparation, can-
sent or concert with a campaipn, it would
be an in-kind contribution and, thus,
would be repariable by the cempaign.

In AO 1888-37, a PAC generated ex-
press edvocacy communicatlons for elec-
tronic distribution through downloads and
e-mail. Costs of registering and main-
taining the Web slie or of computer hard-
ware and software did not count as
Independant expenditures unless they
were directly atiributed to specific ex-
press advocacy communications such as
maintelning a 6eparate Web site for or
against speolfic candidates. On the other
hand, the expenses of initialy distributing
an express advocacy cammunication
fhrough e-mall was considered an inde-
pendent expenditure. The PAC was nol
required to collect infarmation on those
individuals who downloaded the PAC's
adverlisaments and used them for thelr
own polilical activity. See 106.1(c)(%).

Disclalmer Notice Required

A communication representing an inde-
pandent expenditure must display & dis-
claimer nolice. Ses Section 4 for more
information.

Allocation Among

- Candldates

Whan an independent expenditure is
made on behalf of more than one clearly
identified candldate, the SSF must allo-
cate the expenditure among the candi-
dates in proportion to the benafit that
each is expected {o receive. For ex-

ampls, in the casa of a published or
broadcast communicaton, the atiribution
should be determined |y the proportion
of spaca or time devotd to each candj-
dale in comparison with the tota space
or lime devoted (o all the candlidates,
104.10; 106.1(a).

Contributing to Committees
That Make Independent
Expenditures

A contribution by an SSF to a commities
that makes independent expanditures is
subject to the SSF's imit for that commit-
tee.

A cantribution to @ commitlea that
supports only ona carididste, however, |s
subject to the SSF's pier candidate, per
elaction imi. 110.1(h).

Prohibitlons Apply

Nots that the same parsane prohibited
from making contribulions to candidates
and political commitines are also prohib-
ited from making expenditures, including
independent axpenditures, in capnection
with federal election¢. Thus, Indapandent
expenditures by corporations, labor arga- .
nizatlons, federal government conlractors
and forelgn natlonal: are prohiblied.

3. Independent
Expenditures by
Qualified Nonprofit
Corporations

Although corporaliors and labor organiza-
tions are prohibited under the Actfrom
making contributions. or axpenditures in
connecilan with faderal elections, a limited

. axception allows certain

Nonprafit
Corporations (QNCs.) to make indepsndent
expenditures (but nat confributions). If a
QNC makes ‘a repoitable (see Fliing Re-
poris, page 33) indepsndent expenditure, it
must demonstrate )& eligiblity for QNC sta-
tus. The following paragraphs explain
thase fscuss in greter il

|
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To: Randy Romig

From: Kevin Fitzsimmons, Steve Boyle
Re: Bush Campaign

Date: July 13, 2004

Poster Campaign
100 #GRP Showing in Each Market:

54 Panels in Lehigh Valley

8 Panels in Quakertown

Lehigh Valley & Quakertown @ $900.00/panel.

6 Panels in Lehighton/Palmerton/Siatington
Lehighton/Palmerton/Slatington @ $600.00/panel.
Total for a two (2) cycle poster cémpaign = $118,800.00.

Bulletin Campaign
Five Bulletins in the Lehigh Valley Metro Area: Rate Per Period:

SA630 US 22 0.65 MI E/O Cedar Crest Bivd SS F/W $ 4,000.00

5Q555 SR 309 0.2 Mi N/O Rich Hill Rd WS F/N $ 2,500.00
57535 1-476 4.1 MIN/O SR 663 ES F/N $ 2,000.00
5T595 1-476 2.3 MI N/O US 209 ES F/S $ 1,200.00
S5PH65 1-76 0.5 MI S/O South St. ES F/N | $ 8,000.00

*Bulletin sizes and DEC are on the following ride sheets*

Total for a two (2) cycle bulletin campaign = $35,400.00
TOTAL CAMPAIGN INVESTMENT FOR TWO (2) CYCLES = 5154.200.00

*Post date for campaign is September 8" 2004 and will run tl;l:ough the election on
November 2, 2004.

Percentage Breakdown - Posters to Bulletins: 77% to 23%
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Painted Bulletin

#5A630 US 22, 0.65 MI E/O CEDAR CREST BLVD SS, F/W '

Location Description _
This bulletin is located on Route 22, the major artery of the Lehigh Valley, and offers exposure to those
destined for the Lehigh Valley & Whitehall Malls, Downtown Allentown, the Allentown Farmers
Market, and Agricultural Hall (trade show exhibit). It is a valuable, as well as unavoidable, advertising
investment! '

Size: 14' X 48°
Dally Effective Circulation: 58,100 (18+) " -§‘-: Allentown N
Four Week Investment: $3,500 s E ﬁ
Mumination: Yes, until midnight Route 22 :
Production Expense: Computer Painted or Handpainted: '§' _’I g
$1,600 :
Cutout/Extensions: $25 per sg. ft. net 3
Agreement: 13 four week cycles
Rev 2/04

Adams Outdoor Advertising
2176 Avenue €
Bethlehem, PA 18017
TEL: 610-266-9461 FAX: 610-266-0649
www.adamsoutdoor.com
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Painted Bulletin

$#5Q555 SR 309, 0.2 Ml N/O RICH HILL ROAD WS, F/N

w

Location Description
Located on a highly traveled artery in the heart of Quakertown, this bulletin targets retail traffic .
coming from the Richland Mall. it also Is on a major thoroughfare used by commuters destined for

Philadelphia.

Size: 14'X 48’

Dally Effective Circulation: 23,200 (18+) w.:f..:
Four Week Investment: s §

Niumination: Yes, until midnight g

Production Expense: Computer Painted or Handpainted: Toligate ® oad

$1,600 ‘

' CdtoutIExtenslons: $25 per sq. ft. net

Agreement: 13 four week cycles

Rev 4/04

Adams Outdoor Advertising
2176 Avenue C
Bethiehem, PA 18017
TEL: 610-266-9461 FAX: 610-266-0649
www.adamsoutdoor.com

. Smes ©



L

Painted Bulletin

#5T535 1-476, 4.1 Ml N/O SR 663 ES, F/N
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Location Description
Located on the main artery traveled from the Lehigh Valley to Philadelphlia, this bulletin targets

travelers coming from Allentown. It also offers exposure for destinations in Quakertown and

further south towards Philadeiphia.

Size: 14'X48° To Allentown &
- Poconos ‘
Daily Effective Circulation: 30,900 (18+) X
(]
Four Week Investment: i‘a
— [ - -
Hiumination: Yes, until midnight Exit 44 = Route 663 | S
s To Quakertown —» g
Production Expense: Computer Painted or Handpainted: = S
$1,600 P
H
Cutout/Extensions: $25 per sq. ft. net w<.?..5 =
Agreement: 13 four week cycles $
Rev 4/04

Adams Outdoor Advertising
2176 Avenue C
Bethlehem, PA 18017
TEL: 610-266-9461 FAX: 610-266-0649
www.adamsoutdoor.com
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Painted Bulletin

#5T595 1-476, 2.3 Ml N/O US 209 ES, F/S

Location Description
Located on a major vacationers thoroughfare in the Lehigh Vatley, this board offers coverage to
traffic heading toward the Poconos. It can target travelers to the various camping grounds and
skl resorts, such as Jack Frost and Big Boulder, for year-round activities.

Size: 14'X48’
Dally Effective Circulation: 13,900 (18+) Exit 95 ® Route 940 (Poconos)
x
Four Week Investment: N gl —
e
Hiumination: Yes, until midnight W"}’E g T
S -
Production Expense: Computer Painted or Handpainted: S
$1,600 w
Exit 74 £ Route 209 (Lehighton)
Cutout/Extenslons: $25 per sq. ft. net
Agreement: 13 four week cycles

Rev 4/04

Adams Outdoor Advertising
2176 Avenue C
Bethlehem, PA 18017
TEL: 610-266-9461 FAX: 610-266-0649
www.adamsoutdoor.com
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Painted Bulletin

#5PH65 1-76, 0.5 MI S/0 SOUTH ST ES, F/N

Location Description
The numbers say It all. . .located on Interstate 76 In Philadelphla, this board grabs the attention
of every traveler, visitor & commuter heading to and from the Philadelphla area. It targets those
travefing to the Philadelphia International Alrport, Veteran's Stadium, the Spectrum Sports Arena,
and retaill & residential traffic. Also, Just a short distance to Camden, NJ, this bulletin has the
ability to reach aquarium visitors and retalil shoppers.

Slize: 14X48
Daliy Effective Circulation: 107,000 (18+)
Four Week Investment:
llumination: Yes, until midnight (3 3
Production Expense: Computer Painted or handpainted '}3

$1600 8

) [
Cutout/Extensions: $25 per sq. ft. net
Agreement: 13 four week cycles
Schuyklil River
Rev 4/04
Adams Outdoor Advertising
2176 Avenue C
Bethiehem, PA 18017

TEL: 610-266-9461 FAX: 610-266-0649
www.adamsoutdoor.com
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ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING ADVERTISER/CLIENT i

L ® L\d.

) Adams Outdoor Advertising of Lehigh Valley

2176 Avenue C
Bethiehem, PA 18077 | CONTRACT #
TEL: 610-266-9461 ACCOUNT EXECUTVE
FAX: 610-266-0649 BULLETIN DISPLAY CONTRACT
//O /OIL Rotary Perm New ‘/Renewd____
B ‘.\ Local ____ National _‘[lllum. 1+~ Nonllem ____
ADVERTISER/CLIENT Re elect 435 suto_ D teve Adams

oxnhu T 06773

The undersigned advertiser hereby authorizes Adams Outdoor Advertising of Lehigh Valley, PA, (hereafter referred to as "ADAMS") to
produce, Install and meintain £ butietin(s) upon the following terms and conditions:

PARKET 7 LOCATION DESCRIPTICH S

F

Paooua/cansonv__EO_,'_‘_t_LLll 5 0ld RoxbUr"y Rd.
e e—— e

S"A b30| /Yx 4F

AR m? E/0 Cedar-~

$R30 A 2Amn; NJO R.eh”HHl Roqi QST 14 X 4P

T 476, 4im NJOE.R. L3 STS35| MM X 45

T- 47, A3ni NjO USS 207|575 maw i}
I-76, -5m ' 5/0 South St. SPHLs| 19K 98
&“’"‘mﬁ?&':ﬂ:::%m Nwﬂmm_& mnsmwumu:mmumqw;o 0
PRODUT CoR e gttt et o et irysin 1 25,4 00
mmmm%smmmmum Total Embefiishment Cost * . s

WM"SMW TOTAL CONTRACT AMOUNT: siﬁji@:!lb

umwnnmﬂ‘ﬁ-’nu&m&ﬁ In ackiton 1o wm:'a“‘m“m"“w"mmwmnmm
of
Sliomey fees, o aciual atiomey fees, whichever i greater, in the event sut shall be Inethized thicty parcent (30%) of the amount dus 1o cover

'msomnm ACCEPTED
e AND Bmm,ﬁf oY EiEn MWWWOFMMWWMEALLOF '

mmmsmmmmﬁmmmm OR BY ITS SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS.

ummudnmcmaudm Lm copy ©© Adams, Adame will accept in et of an originel signature contract However, Advertiser
agrees 10 be bound 1o the farms ) Mulmmmmmmuw:nbum form.

SPECIL PROVISIONS: Confmct‘ 's Pre- e@ot,ble_.

[

[

. AUTHORIZED BY: -
mmmumwmmwwuw SIGNATURE
hmmm-wmwwmnm .
general partner, Adams Outdoor Advertising, inc.

%ﬁ%&%—w /
PRINTED NAME DATE



- em - . - J
P S u;Adgﬂs, Outdoor:Advertising of Lefligh:-Valley. .- Coen
Meimmec . / : «
Bethiehem. PA BBOT. - = . ' . CONTRAGT #
TEL: 610-266-9461 VS - ACCOUNT EXECUTVE
iantnhdes O .. POSTER DISPLAY CONTRACT- .~ .- .-

Date 3///0/0‘7’ ~l-”‘\ - Premier Panel MWVMW_

ADVERTISER/CLIENT Eg gJee.

_,Tl{dbo‘cvlcnyzsogv Poli ] t) eal

mmmmmmwmmmomuvmuwmvmy.mmmm;ou "ADAMS") to

MARKET

Le hljh Vd u.()( ' 2

| Quakertown 7& e A ] . ?'//77‘0‘/
.Le),.g}v‘hn '-) I r"'(ﬂ\) (ﬂ A S i

| 5 atlington

STING FERIQODS

. _--_-n_-m-!I_

mmmmmwmmuummwul nw Wmumm
date and continue 1 be displayed for & period of not lese than twenty-five ummwmumuumn within the said five
-mmqm-muuwuumuum mmmmmmmmm basis for sach and
every poster pansl not displayed within said posting leawsy.

mmwmwmmw Mdlfa unmhmummnnw
rate permitiad by law. in the event sitdfauR, Adveryise , elther thirty percent (30°%) of the amowrtt due 10 cover attor-

ney fees, or actual attomey fede, whichaver is ¢ ?:ruﬁ
THIS ORDER IS SIANEDAND. e ED SUBIY mmmmmmwmmmmuwm
AGREEMENTS AND REPRES TIONSAS TC ‘qupswmgnm

mm’comcr fInthnce(ab uﬂsnwmmns AGENGY, OR BY ITS SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS.
fjawe ot ot ey s TR A st oAb
) m"l’"‘“@bn‘fm;'t l"SL;.:Qf‘e-Cmvp'tfb[C— -
] R ) .
!U' 71_4!/ ‘ _;/LL e
A CL L~ LR
ADAMS OUTDOOR ADYERTISING - _;' N -rL.AnvewnsenlcusNT R

mmwummmquuww AUTHORIZED BY: (s
Limk P, by e i lsn;mnnu ‘ SIGNATURE

.~ GENERPL MARABER . ‘ y PRINTED NAME DATE
¥ it rd i
WHITE-ADAMS ~ YELLOW-CLIENT  PINK- SALES
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OCT-19-2004 13:00

.-. "z

ADVERTISING SPACE TO BENEFIT RE'EI;ECTION OF GEORGE W. BUSH

A PROPOSAL

Client: Stephen Adams
Proposal Date: July 23, 2004
Start Date: September 7, 2004
End Date: November 2, 2004
Cycles: Two Advertising Cycles of 28 days (four weeks) each = 56 days
PLANT PRODUCT QUANTITY COST
KALAMAZOO (alt markets) Posters 48 $ 79,250
Bulletins 12 $ 96,000
ANN ARBOR (all markets) Posters 17 $ 33,400
Bulletins 9 $ 73,200
LANSING (afl markets) Posters 51 $ 76,750
Bulletins 10 $ 59,200
NORTHEAST PA (all markets) Posters 36 $ 43,560
Bulletins 3 $ 10,000
LEHIGH VALLEY (all markets) Posters 68 $ 18,800
Bulletins 5 $ 35400
MADISON Posters 4 t@ $ 54,200
(note that start dates vary) . Bulletins $ 42,400
FLORENCE Posters 73 $ 78,100
Bulletins 10 $ 24,800
CHARLESTON (ORANGEBURG) Posters 67 $ 100,500
SUB-TOTAL (ADVERTISING SPACE ONLY) ‘7’3 f $925.560
PRODUCTION COSTS: Posters (700) $ 15,240
) Bulletins (52) $ 36,648
SUB-TOTAL (PRODUCTION EXPENSES ONLY) $ 51,888
'CREATIVE DESIGN EXPENSES (Haselton) 3 ?
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES (Romig) $ 7
GRAND TOTAL FOR PROGRAM $977,448--

£ el st

P.@2/82

TOTAL P.@2
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Balance Report .

Gwen Lawson Same Day Bal
Bank: SUNTRUST ATLANTA

accourt QI ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING - MSTR (USD)

Same Day Interim Calculations Amount

Opening Ledger $429,063.54
Opening Avallable $429,063.54
Current Day Credits ' ®Not Reported *
Current Day Debits * Not Reported *
Interim iImmediate * Not Reported *
Interim One Day Float * Not Reported *
interim Two + Day Float * Not Reported *
Interim Ledger * Not Reported *
interim Available * Not Reported *
Status Balances Amount

Closing Ledger Balance $429,063.54

Account S8 - ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING - PAYROLL (USD)

Same Day Interim Calculations Amount

Opening Ledger $0.00
Opening Available $0.00
Current Day Credits * Not Reported *
Current Day Debits * Not Reported *
Interim immediate * Not Reported *
interim One Day Float * Not Reported *
interim Two + Day Float * Not Reported *
interim Ledger * Not Reported *
Interim Avallable * Not Reported *
Status Balances Amount

Closing Ledger Balance $0.00

Account Ny ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING - AP (USD)

Same Day Interim Calculations Amount

Opening Ledger $0.00
Opening Avallable ' $0.00
Current Day Credits $1,000,000.00 (1)

MM Page 1 of 3

As of Sep 07, 2004

Printéd on Sep 24, 2004 at 08:39 AM

N~ S IAAN 2
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Ba}ance Report ‘

Current Day Debi;s $113,12524 (1)

Interim Immediate $1,000,000.00

Interim One Day Float $0.00

Interim Two + Day Float $0.00

Interim Ledger $886,874.76

interim Available $886,874.76
Status Balances Amount

Closing Ledger Balance  $0.00

. - Page 2 of 3

Detall Credit ;0,5 Avallabliity Bank Ref.  CUStomer go.

Transactions

Individual —
Wire Credit $1,000,000.00 0 Day

Ref.

Item Count

IMAD:

Ret: O
ORG=AuIER
JPMORGAN CHASE BANK
NEW YORK
ORG=/tunmp
STEPHEN ADAMS
AADAMS OFFICE LLC 8

8 OLD ROXBURY ROAD ROXBURY
CT 06783

OBK=AVN

. INTERNAL ACCOUNTS

PROCESSING GRP

MCC 1/0PS 3

500 STANTON CHRISTIANA RD
NEWARK DE 19713-

OBI=25 PARK PLACE

GA 30303

SRF A
ORF=0S1 OF 04/09/07
BBK=DNaay/

ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING

AP ACCT

2802 PACES FERRY RD STE 200
ATLANTA GA 30062

BNF =Ny

ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING-AP



Balance Report ‘ - . Page 3 of 3
1 $1,000,000.00

Detall Debit Customer
Transactions Amount Bank Ref. Ref. Text

Individual Wire  SWIFT MIR:
Debit . $113,125.24 N

ORG=D A

ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING
AP ACCT |
2802 PACES FERRY RD STE 200
ATLANTA GA 30062
ORG-UANENNN
ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING - AP
2802 PACES FERRY RD SE STE # 200
ATLANTA

@ SRF=SaN

" K=

) BANK OF MONTREAL

MONTREAL

L]
®r

% isx-S

1y WACHOVIA NY INTL
NEW YORK
NY
K-S,
BANK OF MONTREAL
(INTERNATIONAL BRANCH)
PLACE D'ARMES
MONTREAL
BNF-u
Eclipse Colour and Imaging Corp
Burlington Ontario Canada

o

item Count 1 $113,125.24




